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Intervention Control o difansa %
Study n Mean SD n Mean SD (95% CI) Weight
Abraham 2021 58 .93 28 53 85 21 ";—*_ 0.32(-0.05t0 0.70) 2.96
Biester 2019 34 12811 401 34 12047 34.92 —_—— 0.20(-0.27t0 0.68) 2.50
Boughton 2023 26 596 435 24 516 284 ——— 0.22(-0.34100.77) 2.18
Boughton 2022a 47 114 52 37 1.09 42 —_— 0.10(-0.33t0 0.54) 2.70
Boughton 2022b 3}’ 5 o7 37 5 A5 —_—— 0.00(-0.46t0 0.46) 2.58
Breton 2017 1% 77 32 18 89 23 -—‘—L— -0.43(-1.13t00.27) 1.69
Breton 2020 78 94 25 21 08 32 —t—:— -0.15(-0.63t0 0.33) 2.48
Brown 2020 53 .65 26 55 68 3 ﬁ-l— -0.11(-0.48100.27) 2.95
Brown 2019 111 55 27 55 51 20 — 0.16(-0.16 to 0.48) 3.21
Cherfiavvsky 2016 16 19 14 16 171 12 I - » 146(0671t0224) 147
DeBoer 2017 12 68 04 12 73 04 -4- U -1.25(-2.13t0-0.37)1.25
Del Favero 2016 30 24 08 30 32 & —_— U -0.88 (-1.411t0-0.35)2.27
Ekhlaspour 2019 24 405 16.7 24 439 284 —_—t -0.15(-0.71t0 0.42) 2.14
Forlenza 2019 12 331 148 12 278 123 - -4~ 0.39(-042101.20) 1.41
Haidar 2015a 33 1 4 3 T =2 : —_—— 0.95(0.44 to1.46) 236
Haidar 2015b 33 9 2 33 F 2 \ D < — 1.00(049t0 1.51) 235
Haidar 2017a 23 983 403 23 1067 34 _‘—1— -0.23 (-0.811t0 0.35) 2.09
Haidar 2017b 23 933 324 23 1067 34 —_— -0.40 (-0.99t0 0.18) 2.07
Haidar 2016a 28 1.04 52 28 98 39 —_— 0.13(-0.39t0 0.65) 2.30
Haidar 2016b 28 1.05 41 28 08 39 _ 0.17(-0.35t0 0.70) 2.30
Hovorka 2014 16 505 18.1 16 525 156 —_——— -0.12(-0.81t00.58) 1.71
Kovatchev 2020 55 72 22 58 68 25 ——— 0.17(-020t0 0.54) 299
Leelarathna 2014 17 388 89 17 44 1.9 —_— -0.40(-1.08t00.28) 1.76
Ly 2015 10 48 17 10 57 23 < : -0.40(-1.28t0 0.49) 1.24
McAuley 2020 61 5 A 59 54 iyt —_—— f -0.40(-0.76 to -0.04)3.03
McAuley 2022 30 431 24 30 429 218 —_—— 001(-050t0 0.51) 2.38
Nimri 2017 72 106 5 72 105 54 —_—— 0.02(-0.311t00.35) 3.20
Nimri 2014 19 1157 944 19 123 87 —_—— -0.08(-0.72t0 0.56) 1.89
Phillip 2013 54 79 46 54 56 24 S — 063(0.24t01.01) 291
Pinsker 2022 35 54 19 35 54 2 —— 000(-0471t00.47) 254
Reddy 2016 12 322 64 12 38 57 -4- K -0.96 (-1.81t0-0.11)1.32
Russell 2014b 32 82 16 32 79 i —:—h 0.18(-0.311t0 0.67) 2.44
Tauschmann 2016a 12 55 2713 12 511 224 T e 0.16(-0.65t0 0.96) 1.43
Tauschmann 2016b 12 56 16 12 542 13.9 B 0.12(-0681t00.92) 1.43
Tauschmann 2018 46 .81 19 40 b7, A9 | ——— 0.53(0.10t0 0.96) 2.70
Thabit 2015a 40 419 15.1 40 427 17.7 — -0.05(-0.49100.39) 2.67
Thabit 2014 24 374 151 24 36.8 122 _— 0.04(-052t0 0.61) 2.14
Thabit 2015b 32 488 16.1 33 481 154 _Q_ 0.04(-044t0 0.53) 2.46
Thabit 2015¢ 25 414 203 24 409 206 —— 0.02(-0.54t0 0.58) 2.16
Wadwa 2023 63 7 16 26 T4 29 —*—“—- -0.19(-0.65t0 0.26) 2.58
Ware 2022a 73 172 6.28 74 17147 507 —_—— 0.01(-0.32t0 0.33) 3.21
Ware 2022b 37 96 22 43 1.01 82 —‘—T— -0.18 (-0.62 t0 0.26) 2.66
Wilson 2020a 21 411 164 20 44 16.3 —_— -0.18 (-0.80 to 0.43) 1.97
Wilson 2020b 19 423 16.9 20 44 153 —_—— -0.11 (-0.73t00.52) 1.92
Total (95% CI) 1538 1376 ? 0.03(-0.08t0 0.15) 100.00
Heterogeneity: Tau’=0.08; Chi’=100.50, df=43 (P<0.001); F=57.2% I
Test for overall effect: Z=0.56 (P=0.577) | Il I
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Supplementary Fig. 8. Forest plot for insulin dose comparing automated insulin delivery systems with other insulin-based treat-

ment. SD, standard deviation; CI, confidence interval.
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